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The mobility of low-income students who do not have access to stable housing creates 
numerous challenges both at home and in school. Among these challenges, academic 
performance certainly is one of the most important. The lack of a more permanent, familiar, and 
safe environment is presumed to impact home life as well as students’ performance in the 
classroom.  This research compares two groups of current and former students of Orange County 
Public Schools (OCPS) in Florida (1) children of families who are Habitat for Humanity (HFH) 
homeowners, and (2) a matched socioeconomic control group.    The HFH program is designed 
to provide a stable, affordable housing for families who cannot acquire it through standard 
means.  The research question is: Does stability in housing make an impact on academic 
performance in the particular area of FCAT scores and attendance?  Data were gathered from 
OCPS and the HFH homeowners themselves. This data were used to evaluate the impact of HFH 
homeownership on students’ academic environment.  Results showed better attendance at school, 
but HFH students fared worse in FCAT performance when compared to control group especially 
in reading.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Education is the first step on the path of developing a future for oneself. The beginning of 
this journey is being able to successfully acquire the fundamental knowledge and skills that are 
necessary to move on to higher learning and eventually a career.  Without this foundation and 
completing this journey, it becomes deeply challenging to have life that is not only sustainable 
but thriving, especially for those starting at a disadvantage coming from low socioeconomic 
backgrounds.  The lack of education makes an already difficult climb out of poverty more 
impossible.  Steven Levitt, the author of the book “Freakonomics”, explained it simply by 
writing, “In modern history, not graduating high school is an economic death sentence” (Ewinget 
al., 2010).  
In our modern society, education can be an equalizer. Opportunity must be met with 
preparation to achieve success. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics in 2010, those 
without a high school diploma made just about half the national average in weekly income.  
Those with a high school diploma in that year netted more than a 40% increase in average 
income (US Department of Labor, 2012).  
This paper is about a quasi-experimental study on the impact that stable, affordable 
homeownership has on a student’s performance in education.  It also examines factors such as 
mobility, socioeconomic status, race, and the family dynamic in order to determine if the results 
vary when looking at students in detail.  The study looked at the possibility of deriving a 
behavioral model to estimate the impact Habitat for Humanity affordable housing has on school 
aged children’s academic performance. The data for this study were gathered from Habitat for 
Humanity of Greater Orlando and the Orange County Florida school district.  Measures of 
academic performance include FCAT assessment scores and attendance.  Grade point averages 
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would have also been used if they had been readily available. The goal of this research was to (1) 
examine statistical patterns in the academic performance of students placed into a Habitat for 
Humanity home and (2), if so, whether a mathematical model could be developed that would 
predict those changes and at what level.  
1.1 Scope and Importance 
The scope of this research was limited to partner families from the Greater Orlando areas 
that have at least one child who attends a middle or high school in the Orange County Public 
School district.  The primary focus of this paper was on how HFH limits the frequent relocation 
of a student often found in low socioeconomic neighborhood through home ownership, therefore 
assisting in improving educational performance. Other influences on student educational 
performance were identified, including family structure, race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic level.  
Each of these factors was defined and described in the following sections in order to give 
understanding of how they can impact a student’s academic performance. 
There are many different obstacles that can prevent students as a whole from performing 
at their highest potential.  There is no one solution that can address all of the obstacles, but, by 
assessing and removing as many of them as possible, a positive effect in the educational 
outcomes of American students is expected. School districts might achieve this goal by 
partnering with like-minded organizations that aspire to achieve similar goals.  The findings from 
this research are intended to lead the way in allowing organizations like Habitat for Humanity to 
draw attention to the importance of consistent, quality housing as it pertains to students’ 
educational outcomes.  This could create new opportunities for Habitat for Humanity to identify 
new potential donors whose focus is primarily on improving educational performance and 
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outcomes.  Additionally, by improving academic performance, steps can be taken towards 
eliminating poverty’s effect on educational outcomes.   
1.2 Research Questions 
The first question was: Are there any statistically relevant impacts HFH homeownership has 
on student performance in the area of standardized testing and in school attendance?  In 
reviewing the literature, it has been commonly shown that that school mobility and home 
mobility can have a negative impact on student performance.  This study supported those 
findings and also identified specific areas that HFH makes an impact.  
The second question was: Are there other factors which still impact these HFH students 
besides mobility that can be effectively attended to by Habitat for Humanity or other programs?  
There is not one singular factor or program that will solve the education problem, but identifying 
and eliminating as many as possible in the course of a young student’s life to give them the best 
opportunity possible is a start.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
This literature review discusses some topics that have been researched in existing 
literature about factors that can affect students’ academic performance.  These factors include, 
but are not limited to, student mobility, low socioeconomic status (SES), race or ethnicity, and 
family dynamic. This chapter examines how these may negatively affect students’ success in the 
classroom.   
2.1  Student Mobility  
Student mobility in the context of this paper is the movement of a student from one 
setting to another, for instance relocating to a new house and new school.  The lack of 
permanency in a specific home develops a pattern of instability in the life of a student.  Table 1 
shows the Orange County Public School (OCPS) mobility rate and it is much higher than the 
country average.  According to OCPS, the district average mobility rate is approximately 32%, 
with some schools in the district having a mobility rate as high as 118% mobility (Scholastic, 
n.d.).   
Table 1 - Percentage of OCPS students who do not start and finish the school-year at the same school 
Student Mobility Percentages 
  2008-2009 2009-2010 
Elementary 35% 37% 
Middle 30% 36% 
High 32% 37% 
Note. Data from Orange County Public School District https://www.ocps.net 
Instability for the children in our nation’s schools due to school mobility is often 
excluded from the education reform agenda, because it is either seen as (1) an issue beyond the 
reach of schools and districts or (2) it only impacts students who are mobile (Martin, 2002).  Yet, 
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a high mobility rate does not just impact the mobile student, but it can also impact the other 
students in the classroom by potentially slowing down the teaching pace in an effort to help 
mobile students get caught up with the class (Martin, 2002).  In addition, it can have a negative 
impact on teachers, resulting in frustration associated with having to deal with the disruption of 
mobile students (Martin, 2002).  
With regard to mobility, it is understood that not all moves by a student are negative.  
Some moves are made with idea of improving schools, jobs, or neighborhood. Even positive 
moves can have a negative impact on a student.  This is why dealing with how the move is 
handled, timing, and the cause can be important.  Research has shown that the timing of the 
move makes a difference in the academic disruption (Kaase, 2005). The earlier in the school year 
a student moves, the less impact it has on academic performance, with summer moves being 
optimal (Kaase, 2005). Families without financial resources often have no choice but to move 
when needed.  Their moves are driven by other circumstances, such as raised rent, lose of job, or 
even added expenditures like medical or an unexpected new child that requires a down grade in 
living expense. These moves can be considered more reactive to their situation and necessarily 
not planned.   
Unfortunately, positive reasons, such as moving to a better neighborhood or parents 
getting a better paying job, are less likely causes for multiple moves for a student in a low 
socioeconomic placement as compared with students from more affluent families.  According to 
Astone and McLanahan (1994), low-income accounts for about 50% low academic performance 
and, in association to mobility, family dynamic is also a major contributor. The next section 
describes more about family dynamic and its impact. 
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2.2  Family Dynamic 
The makeup of a family can offer unique challenges with regards to student academic 
performance. Researchers have shown that children who are reared in a single parent or step-
family home are less successful academically and have a lower rate of graduation than children 
who are reared by their own two parents (Astone & Mclanahan, 1994; Lubell & Brennan, 2007).  
Even the step-family dynamic has been identified as a factor in academic challenges. The 
previously mentioned studies suggest problems may arise because of the accessive changes that 
come along with blending a family like relocation, new family cohesion challenges, or just 
mental preoccupation with coping lose of the original family.  They propose that the combining 
of a family can offer the same psychological and logistical challenges as moving to a new school 
or community.  Low income and poor parental involvement are factors that can account for the 
low academic achievement for most of the single parent families, but the step-family dynamic 
has a smaller percentage that falls into these categories, but a higher rate of mobility can account 
for the bulk of step-families challenges (Astone & Mclanahan, 1994).  In Astone and 
Mclanahan’s (1994) study, it was found that not only are non-intact families more likely to 
move, but they are also three times more likely to move multiple times. Moreover, residential 
mobility accounted for 18% of single parent families’ challenges and as high as 29% for 
stepfamilies.  These types of family dynamics lend to challenges that may be out of the district or 
school’s purview but still have an impact on classroom performance. 
2.3 Socioeconomic Status 
  According to the American Heritage New Dictionary of Cultural Literacy (n.d), 
socioeconomic status (SES) is defined as follows:  “An individual's or group's position within a 
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hierarchical social structure. Socioeconomic status depends on a combination of variables, 
including occupation, education, income, wealth, and place of residence.”  
SES has been shown to be the single greatest predictor of school achievement and, of the 
attendance and mobility factors, it accounts for 24% of low student achievement (Simons, 2007). 
SES can be split into three simple categories:  (1) low, (2) middle, and (3) high. It is becoming 
apparent that those on the low end of the SES grouping are suffering the largest impact to their 
capability to perform in the classroom (Simons, 2007). Whether it is due to psychological, 
conditional, or resource issues, it still remains an important issue to tackle in our society. Table 2 
shows the national poverty guidelines in 2011. When these income ranges are compared to the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) ranges used by Habitat for Humanity, 
shown in Table 3, it can be seen that the ranges are very similar and therefore showing that HFH 
homeowners fall in the same income brackets as those who hover around the poverty guidelines. 
Table 2 - The 2011 Poverty Guidelines 





1 $ 10,890.00 $  3,600.00 $ 12,540.00 
2 14,710 18,380 16,930 
3 18,530 23,160 21,320 
4 22,350 27,940 25,710 
5 26,170 32,720 30,100 
6 29,990 37,500 34,490 
7 33,810 42,280 38,880 
8 37,630 47,060 43,270 
For each additional 
person, add 
3,820 4,780 4,390 




Lower income families have a higher rate of residential mobility than middle and high 
income families, and their reasons for moving are less likely to be an improvement (Crowley, 
2003).  Even when a middle or high income family has to move, they are more often moving for 
better neighborhoods, better job opportunities, or even better schools such as private schools.  
Schachter (2001) found that renters are three times more likely to move than that of 
homeowners, with 9.1% of homeowners moving versus 32.5% of renters moving that year.    
The people of Florida have been shown to suffer tremendously from the effects of 
poverty. In 2010, 21.9% of Florida students between the ages 5-17 years were found to be living 
below the poverty line, and 53.5% of Florida’s PK-12 grade students were enrolled in the free 
and reduced lunch program, keeping in mind that not all who qualify actually enroll in it (New 
America Foundation, 2011). When it is considered that there are over 2.5 million students in the 
state’s public schools, more than half of whom are deemed to have insufficient income, 
researchers and educators have to be concerned with the challenges associated with a low SES 
and mobile lifestyle. 
2.4 Race/Ethnicity 
Figure 1 shows a 36 year span of the percentage of 16-24 year olds who dropped out of 
school and did not receive a high school diploma. Disparity among racial/ethnic groups can be 
seen, with the Hispanic students having the highest dropout rates and Whites having the lowest.  
In addition, Figure 2 shows those students between 18-24 years of age who received some form 
of diploma or GED in 2008, and, again, it is shows that Hispanic male students are at the lowest 
graduation rate with a rate of only 72%. At the high end, Whites and Asians hover in the mid to 




Figure 1 - Status dropout rates of 16- through 24-year-olds, by race/ethnicity:  
October 1972 through October 2008 (US Department of Education, 2004) 
 
Figure 2 - Status completion rates of 18- through 24-year-olds not currently enrolled in high school or below, 
by race/ethnicity and sex: October 2008 (US Department of Education, 2004) 
Studies have shown that the racial separation between academic performance of white 
student and black student has to do in part with the gap in wealth (Orr, 2003). It has even been 
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shown that middle class Blacks have only 15% of the wealth that whites have when class is 
measured by income, educational accomplishment, and career status (Merida, 1955). This 
disparity of wealth access puts minorities at a disadvantage, which shows up often in 
standardized test scores. White adolescents time and again have higher test scores that of Black 
adolescents (Orr, 2003).  This is important because these scores are a big part of the college 
selection process that can heavily determine future income capabilities. 
2.5 Return on Investment (ROI) of Education  
It is well known that education has the potential to change the lives of those who have the 
good fortune of being able to attain it particularly in income and stability of employment (US 
Department of Labor, 2012).  Graduating from high school increases one’s likelihood of going 
into higher education.  As the educational levels progress, the potential for a better socio-
economic status greatly increases. Through education, comes better paying job opportunities, 
knowledge of how to access needed resources, and more an opportunity to obtain community 
stability (US Department of Labor, 2012). For this reason, setting a good educational foundation 
for a young student is essential to encouraging them to go further with their education after high 
school.  Figure 3 shows graph of median income levels and unemployment rates based on 
education in 2010.  By this graph it is clear that the higher the education the less likelihood of 





Figure 3 – Bureau of Labor Statistics: (US Department of Labor, 2012) 
In addition to the rewards of education, there are also negatives to missing out on a solid 
education.  Statistics show that as of 2009 23% of Black men ages 16 to 24 who drop out of high 
school end up in jail at some point or another compared to 6% to 7% of Hispanic, Asian or White 
males who dropout (Northeastern University, 2009).  Almost 38% of young women in the same 
age range who drop out of high school end up becoming single mothers.  The cost to taxpayers in 
2009 was estimated at around $292,000 per dropout which included things like lost earnings, 
social programs, and incarceration. (Northeastern University, 2009)  
2.6 Habitat for Humanity 
2.6.1 History 
Habitat for Humanity is a faith-based, non-profit organization that focuses on the right of 
every man, woman, and child to have a decent, safe, and affordable place to live without 
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discrimination (Habitat for Humanity, 2010). It was founded in 1976 by millionaires Millard and 
Linda Fuller who left a lucrative business to dedicate their lives to Christian service (Habitat for 
Humanity, 2010).  In 1965, the Fullers visited Kononia Farm in Americus, Georgia, which was 
founded in 1942 by a farmer and biblical scholar by the name of Clarence Jordan. Kononia 
Farms is a multiracial, Christian community with a strong belief in community service, peaceful 
and simple living. It is there that the concept of Habitat for Humanity was conceived.  
Presently, Habitat for Humanity is a world renowned international organization, focused 
on building decent, affordable homes to those who could not afford it otherwise.  Its focus is not 
on the homeless demographic, but on those who live in substandard housing (Habitat for 
Humanity, 2010).  The organization’s first affiliate in the U.S. was founded in 1978 in San 
Antonio, Texas.  An affiliate is an independently run and managed organization of Habitat for 
Humanity that services its local community by selecting partner families, known as Habitat for 
Humanity homeowners, and organizing builds (Habitat for Humanity, 2010).  Currently, there 
are more than 1500 affiliates who now build in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands (Habitat for Humanity of Orlando, 2010).  
Habitat for Humanity is built around the concept of partner building where potential 
homeowners and volunteers unite to build affordable homes under trained supervision (Habitat 
for Humanity, 2010).  The organization is supported by the donations, volunteerism, and 
resource support of corporations, individuals, and faith based groups. 
2.6.2 Partner Family Selection 
In order for a partner family to be considered for a Habitat home, the potential 
homeowner must qualify in the three of the following areas: (1) need, (2) ability to pay, and (2) 
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willingness to partner. The Greater Orlando affiliate’s website has a list of factors which it 
considers to select a partner family, which are as follows:   
● Inadequate – Lack of adequate housing may include problems with the present structure 
such as: water; electrical or sewage service systems; heating system; hazardous; poorly 
maintained (substandard); or failure to meet city property maintenance standards.  
● Overcrowded – Also taken into consideration are the makeup and size of your family 
compared to the number of bedrooms in your home.  
● Transitional -- You are currently living with family members or a friend and you do not 
have your own home.  
● Government Subsidized – Housing programs such as: Section 8, Low Rent Program.  
● Unaffordable – A percentage of your monthly income that you currently spend on 
housing is considered to determine need ("more than 40% of my monthly income goes 
towards rent").  
● Also, if you are unable to obtain adequate housing through other conventional means. 
(Habitat for Humanity of Orlando, 2010) 
Habitat for Humanity determines an individual’s ability to pay by examining the family’s 
size verses income and debt ratio (Habitat for Humanity, 2010).  A Habitat homeowner is not 
among the groups of those who are without steady income just not sufficient for the cost of 
living in their area.  Habitat for Humanity’s goal is to put a family in a situation where they can 
effectively afford not only the home mortgage, which in Florida can range from $550 to $650 per 
month (includes taxes and insurance), but the utilities and maintenance costs that go along with 
homeownership (Habitat for Humanity, 2010). Habitat for Humanity accomplishes this by 
offering an affordable home to partner families at cost.  These 0% mortgage homes avoid the 
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inflated cost of high interest rates to make the home affordable. The home is not only affordable 
but becomes an asset for the homeowner. Table 3 shows the Housing and Urban Development 
guidelines for selecting a partner family.  
Table 3 - United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 




One $  10,750 $ 25,800 
Two 12,275 29,460 
Three 13,800 33,120 
Four 15,325 36,780 
Five  16,575 39,780 
Six 17,800 42,720 
Seven  19,025 45,660 
Eight 20,250 48,600 
Note: HFH considers individuals and families if their total income is between 25% and 60% of the area median 
income for Orange County as set by the HUD guidelines above.  
Lastly, as specified by the local affiliate, the willingness to partner is determined, using the 
following criteria: 
● Must be willing to partner with Habitat Orlando and work 300 hours of “sweat equity” 
for a single applicant or 500 hours of “sweat equity” for a two-person applicant. 
● Must attend the required homeowner classes as scheduled. 
● Encourage other families to participate in the Habitat program. 
● Be responsible for maintenance of your house from the time you move into your home. 
● Be responsible for repaying the purchase cost of your home in a timely manner so that 
other families can benefit from the Habitat program.  (Habitat for Humanity of Orlando, 
2010) 
All the above requirements are set forth to give the homeowner the best chance at 
successful home ownership.  “Sweat equity” is the time a homeowner spends building their 
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house and the homes of other Habitat homeowners (Habitat for Humanity, 2010).  This helps 
build a sense of community and volunteerism that you have not only received a home but you 
have helped someone else receive the same gift in the process.  The homeowner also takes 
classes to learn the ins and outs of homeownership. The homeowner’s classes allow the partner 
family to gain knowledge on how to maintain their home as well as avoid mistakes that could 
cost them their homes.  For example, the home cannot become a free gift, given like a winning 
lottery ticket, but something that they actually work to earn as any other homeowner. 
Homeowners pay a mortgage like other conventional mortgages, just without the interest 
(Habitat for Humanity, 2010).  
2.7 Orange County Public School District 
2.7.1 Background 
The Orange County Public School (OCPS) system is one of the largest school districts in 
the nation, and it is fourth largest district in Florida.  It is subdivided into five learning 
communities, which maintain a total of 182 schools, with over 180,000 students (Orange County 
(Fla.) Public Schools, n.d.).  In Table 4, the breakdown of student counts by school type is 
provided.  
Table 4 - OCPS School District Details as of Oct. 14, 2011 (www.ocps.net) 
 Number of Schools Students 
Elementary 122      80,704  
K-8 3        2,894  
Middle 34      37,708  
High 19      49,344  
Exceptional 4            559  
Alternative          4,604  
Charter          7,494  




The racial distribution of the OCPS district is shown in Table 5 below.  In this distribution, it can 
be seen that the highest percentage (72%) of students are identified, at least in part, as a minority.  












2.8 Literature Review Summary 
In summary, the literature reviewed student mobility, socioeconomic status, and family 
dynamic in association to how they relate to academic performance for students in those 
households.  All the factors are heavily intertwined and in some cases one causes the other to be 
a factor.  For example race can often be a determining factor for SES, therefore determining 
access to resources that can impact academic performance for a student within the household.  
Low SES can impact mobility in turn impacting the ability to afford decent living environment 
and often forcing a family to live in areas with subpar schools and neighborhoods.   
Family dynamic also intersects with mobility and socioeconomic.  A single parent family 
has the challenge of often managing a single income and two parent duties.  With this often low 
income, there is the challenge of maintaining a place to live. Even the stepfamily dynamic often 
impacts mobility to the adding or combining of families that often happens in remarriages. 
Family relocation has been found to be common in stepfamilies and, with it, comes the merging 
challenges of finding ones place at home among a new parent and sometimes step siblings.  All 
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of these are areas that Habitat homeownership can begin to impact by offering low income 
families affordable, consistent living environments in order to begin to minimize hurdles to good 
academic performance by ending one of the most important factors, which is mobility and 
eventually impacting other areas like income and hopefully breaking the poverty cycle.   
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
3.1 Methods and Procedures  
Data was gathered from Orange County Public Schools and Habitat for Humanity of 
Greater Orlando homeowners.  The previous literature review was the catalyst for identifying the 
dependent and independent variables that were analyzed in this study.  The variables identified in 
the literature are described in the next sections. Approval was first acquired via the institutional 
review board (IRB) process due to it being classified as exempt human research.  The approval 
letter can be viewed in APPENDIX A: IRB APPROVAL LETTER. 
The procedure was to first gather data from the Habitat homeowner group in the greater 
Orlando area, via a survey.  The surveys were sent out via mail with explanations on the need 
and usage of the data.  After a month of the mailing, phone calls were made to those that did not 
return the surveys and the survey was conducted over the phone. Data were then recorded and 
compiled, and a list of students with their birth year and addresses were securely sent to OCPS in 
order to do matching by names and addresses to student records.  The students’ academic 
information was received from OCPS, with no identifying information to match them to a 
particular HFH household therefore no comparison of the home dynamic could be made for the 
HFH group.  The list of student records omitted identifying information due to security concerns 
in the district. Next, a random control group of other OCPS students from the same school 
district in the same socioeconomic range was requested in order to get a baseline comparison 
among their peers. The data elements requested for both groups was Florida Comprehensive 
Assessment Test (FCAT) levels and raw scores in all categories (reading, math, science, and 
writing), attendance (unexcused, excused, and total), free and reduced lunch status, race, age, and 
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diploma type.  Due to the regularity of FCAT reading and math tests, taken every year from 3rd 
to 10th grade, the study focused primarily on these two scores.   
Grade point average was originally requested to be a measure of performance but 
challenges arose in the capability of the district to retrieve this information from the Florida 
Department of Education. This would have been a much better indicator of classroom 
performance than the FCAT, but it was considered reasonable to use FCAT scores due to the 
state’s use of these as an indicator of academic competence for grading the effectiveness of a 
school.  FCAT is used to fund public schools, so often the usage and prepping for these tests are 
criticized. This paper will not delve into all the reasons for the criticism, but it is noted that the 
FCAT is in no way a measure of a student’s complete capability or intelligence level and has 
flaws in its usages when evaluating complete academic achievement.  
3.2 Variables 
3.2.1 Dependent Variables 
FCAT (Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test) Level - The FCAT is a four part 
standardized assessment testing. The reading and mathematics section is required for grades 3 
through 10.  The science section is taken by 5th, 8th, and 11th graders and the writing section is 
completed by 4th, 8th, and 10th graders.  The state of Florida requires only that 3rd grade and 10th 
grade pass for promotion. Third grade requires a level 3 or higher in reading to go on to 4th 
grade, and 10th graders must have a 3 or higher in reading and math to graduate with a diploma.  
If not passed the first time, the 10th grader is allowed 5 more opportunities to pass before 
graduation time comes.  If they still do not pass, a certificate of completion can be given if all 
other educational requirements are completed. 
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Attendance – The number of days a student attended or was absent from school. 
Absences were split into two main categories: unexcused or excused.  “Unexcused” means that 
there was potentially no indicator to let the teacher know before or after that the student was to 
be absent on the given day while the “excused” means that there was a note or explanation 
before or after the absence that was sufficient for the school.  Unexcused absences received focus 
because of the potential for missed made up instruction or assignment and potential for lacking 
parental involvement.  
3.2.2 Independent Variables 
Socioeconomic Position - The home income and the resources available for that family. 
All were considered at the same level in this study.  
Gender - Gender was specified, because some research has shown that males and females 
handle excessive mobility at different levels (Astone & Mclanahan, 1994). Both groups for this 
study were categorized in the same SES. 
Race/Ethnicity – The indicator for race was identified in the student based on the 
information that was provided in the student’s record.   
Grade Level – Student’s grade level 
3.3 Data Gathering 
Data were gathered in two different areas.  First, Habitat Homeowner data were gathered 
from the Habitat for Humanity of the Greater Orlando area affiliate receiving individual 
information on each Habitat home with school aged children living in the Orange County Public 
School District (OCPS) in order to identify this research group. This was done via a survey 
shown in APPENDIX B: SURVEY.  With this data was a baseline description of the average 
HFH home that the experimental group children come from.  This showed the education levels 
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and dynamic of the home, as well as how HFH has impacted the lives of the family.  Once this 
data were gathered, the second step was to query the OCPS historical and current year data to 
determine the student’s performance levels in areas like FCAT, attendance, and diploma type. 
APPENDIX C: OCPS DATA ELEMENTS shows the information being requested from OCPS. 
This data includes both HFH students as well as a control group of students who qualify for free 
and reduced lunch.  This indicator helped to identify those students in the same socioeconomic 
levels of the households to compare to the HFH students.    
The control group for the study was comprised of a random sample of about 100 free and 
reduced lunch (FRL) students of any race and close to equal gender.  These students were 
identified as a part of the same socioeconomic group due to qualifying for the free and reduced 
lunch program.  They were from the same area of schools, but race differed in distribution 
considerably due to the randomness of the selection.  
The control group was identified by the students who qualified for the Free and Reduced 
lunch program in a given school year. Figure 4 shows the guidelines for eligibility for the 
free/reduced lunch program which are very similar to those of Habitat for Humanity homeowner 
qualifications in Table 3 previously shown in this paper.  The analysis also took a look at 




Figure 4 - Free and Reduced-price meals program income qualifications (www.ocps.net) 
Below are tables of Florida Department of Education data showing the breakdown of 
students that qualify for free and reduced lunch program based on their family income and 
dynamic. Table 6 shows a comparison the 2009-2010 school year compared to the 2000-2001 
school years and the increase in students eligible for this program both in the state and in the 
county.  The total number of students eligible increased, for the state, by almost 10% which is 
almost 350,000 more students needing assistance.  
Table 6 - Number and Percentage of Florida PK-12 Students Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 
(FLDOE, 2005) 
2009-2010 






48 ORANGE 173,273 88,122 50.86% 
99 FLORIDA 2,635,115 1,408,976 53.47% 
2000-2001 






 09-10 / 00-01 
% CHANGE 
48 ORANGE 150,538 71,557 47.53% 3.47% 




Table 7 shows that in the 2009-2010 school-year, Black and Hispanic students made up 
more than 65% of the FRL population.   The data gathered from both OCPS and HFH showed 
this same trend of high numbers of Black and Hispanic students in these low income groups.   
Table 7 - Students Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lunch by Race, 2009-10 (FLDOE, 2005) 










In this study, there were outlying items that will not be taken into consideration when 
looking at a student’s academic performance although they could have some impact.  Access to 
information like a student’s IQ or special school programs, such as free tutoring/mentoring, 
could not be assessed. The school districts even receive grades that assess the quality of the 
school. Though these factors can potentially enhance the capability of success for a student, they 
will not be taken into consideration for this research due to the inability to access such 
information. 
Due to district requirements, this research was not able to match a student to a particular 
household so the group of HFH students was not compared to each other by family dynamic (i.e., 
single parent, two-parent, or number of siblings). The numbers of households were limited, 
because of the (1) small number of HFH homeowners that have had school-aged children within 
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the past 5 years (OCPS data can only go back that far in archives) and (2) limited number of 
HFH homes in the area.   
Additionally, due to limitations from Orange County Public Schools, grade point 
averages (GPA) were not able to be retrieved for the students in order to look at their actual 
classroom performance.  There are limitations with looking at FCAT scores, but they were 
readily available indicators that could be compared used with these students to be an equal 
comparison. Also, no differences in teacher or school quality were analyzed in this study.  
3.5 Hypothesis 
Based on the literature and preliminary surveys done on other areas in Habitat for 
Humanity, there should be a positive correlation between the arrival into the Habitat home 
ownership program and student scores and attendance.  The impact may not be drastic because 
mobility is not the only factor that can impact academic performance, but it still should be 
positive. Even with a HFH home, the neighborhoods are not always in healthier, more 
sustainable areas of Orlando. There are still factors of income levels, race, and individual family 
dynamics that play into academic performance and Habitat does not fix them all.  
This study did not only produce quantitative results showing this correlation, but it also 
unveiled qualitative effects of the environment and climate that Habitat for Humanity produces 
that goes beyond just providing affordable housing.  The education and partnering aspect of HFH 
has a positive impact on the outlook and attitude of its homeowners that is translated to the 
children of the household.  
Beyond mobility, there are still the challenges of economic disparity. Considering the 
family did not suddenly increase drastically in income, the challenges of a low income existence 
are still present. Although Habitat offers families the opportunity to change the cycle of poverty 
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with these homes, it does not happen overnight nor is it an instant fix of all poverty or family 
structure related obstacles.  Because of this students may not suddenly become great test takers 
or get perfect attendance every year but stability and affordable housing is the first steps toward 
these outcomes.  Some students may have already fallen behind in their learning pace due to 
these challenges and may take time to come up to par over time.  Knowing this, the hypothesis 
was that there will be increase in FCAT scores in comparison to the control group especially 
considering it is a standardized test that may not reflect day to day gains in the classroom.  On 




CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
4.1 HFH Survey Analysis 
The data gathered by the survey is very much descriptive in nature.  It describes the type of 
family dynamic or structure, details about the parents, and the assumptions and education of the 
parent/guardian in the households. Details on the exact questions asked can be seen in 
APPENDIX B: SURVEY.  
Of the 59 HFH households that responded to the survey, almost 100% of them were either 
Black or Hispanic.  The Black group alone accounted for 70% of the respondent families, and the 
next highest was the Hispanic group at just over 25%.   This was expected, considering the 
disproportionate numbers of minorities affected by low SES.  Also, for HFH families, there was 
a surprisingly large percentage of more than 72% single parent and blended family homes, 
making up almost three-fourths of the survey population.  In addition, there were almost as many 
grandparent and guardian led families as there were two-parent families.  It is clear that the 
demographic of the majority of HFH families, for this area, are not two-parent households.  The 
family structure in the average HFH home is not typical, and this will most likely have a 
significant impact on academic performance.     
The surveys were sent out via postal mail to all Greater Orlando Habitat home owners.  
Responses were received by return mail, dropped off to the HFH office, and phone call 
responses. The HFH households averaged just over 2.5 children per household. The average ages 
of the children in the homes ranged from 1 to 46 years of age.  Not all listed children are 
currently in school but some will have graduated within the available range of school years 
reviewed in this study (2005/2006 to 2012/2013) and will have school records available for 
analysis.  In the following sections, there is a brief review of the demographics of the household, 
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homeowners’ perceptions of their new HFH neighborhoods, and a look at how the students 
performed on the FCAT and in attendance.  
In identifying the family dynamic of the HFH households, the responses showed that 
54% of the homes are single-parent households and the next highest is 19% which are 
categorized as blended families.  These two family structures accounted for more than 70% of 
the family structures that responded. In the blended families and single parent households, there 
were 104 children, and this accounted for over 80% of the children in our survey.  Earlier in the 
literature review of this paper, it was discussed how research has shown that these two types of 
family structures have the most challenges in academic performance for children raised in these 
environments  (Astone & Mclanahan, 1994; Lubell & Brennan, 2007). Two-parent homes 
accounted for only 8% of respondents.  Stable, affordable housing for a single income household 
were much more challenging than a two income home. In Table 8, the exact percentages of all 
the family types can be seen.    









Single Parent 32 54.2% 77 60.6% 
Blended family 11 18.6% 27 21.3% 
two-parent 5 8.5% 16 12.6% 
Grandparent 2 3.4% 6 4.7% 
Guardian 1 1.7% 1 0.8% 
Single 7 11.9% 0 0.0% 










Single Parent* 9.2% 10.9% 
Married Couple* 16.6% 19% 
Grandparent* 2.3% 2.4% 
Single (no children) 28.7% 26.7% 
Note: Children under 18 years of age, State Population: 7.2 million, County Population: 424,000 




Table 9, the population percentages of Orange County and Florida family structures with children 
under 18 in the homes are compared.   The large differences in single-parent home percentages 
are expected between and Table 8 and  
 
 
Table 9 because of HFH’s target group dynamic. Low income, single-parent families makeup a 
large part of the partner families that HFH assists.  It also should be noted that the married 
couple category in  
 
 
Table 9 includes blended families. 
Each family entered their homes at various times between 2002 to the present year so 
student impact can be widely varied due to the age of the child when entering the HFH home. Of 
the surveyed families, only 22% of the children were in the HFH home by age five or younger 
and 14% at age 18 years or older, leaving 64% entering an HFH home at various times in their 
academic career. To date, these children average about five years in the HFH home, and just 
fewer than 28% of them have spent half or more of their lives in these HFH homes. When 
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comparing results for the HFH group, they are mixed with pre and post HFH homeownership. 
This means that a student could have entered a HFH home at any point in their academic 
timeline and we have no way of knowing exactly which grade the student began their time in the 
HFH household. 
In addition to family structure, race/ethnicity is another impacting factor in academics 
due to a disproportionate number of minorities afflicted by lower SES and poor living 
environments.  Generally looking at the race of HFH respondents compared to the FRL control 
group, the HFH sample had a much higher percentage of minorities than the sample FRL group.   
Table 10 shows that the Black and Hispanic make up over 96% of the sample and the FRL group 
is 44% of that sample.  
Table 10 - Comparison of the HFH and Control Group racial distribution 
 HFH Group Control Group (FRL) 
BLACK 70.0% 21.0% 
HISPANIC 26.7% 23.0% 
WHITE 3.3% 45.0% 
ASIAN/PAC. IS. 0.0% 10.0% 
MULTIRACIAL 0.0% 1.0% 
 
Another data point the survey touched on was the education level of the parents. In the 
homes that identified a male parent there was only one male listed as having a bachelor’s degree, 
eight had an Associate’s or some college education, and six listed with only a high school 
education.  For the female parent in the home the twenty-three of them have a high school 
education or lower which is 41% of respondents.  Twenty-six or over 46% of the female parents 
have some college or an associate’s degree while there are five with Bachelor’s degrees and two 
with Master’s degrees both making up 13% of respondents.  The results for the women were 
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obviously much more promising in the area of education, but this is most likely due to the small 
sample size of male parents in the home.  However, to see more than half of the mothers in these 
households have a degree or some college education is a good move toward improving economic 
status, if nothing more than to give the next generation the example of having the hopes of higher 
education for themselves.  There are indicators that some of these numbers will increase, because 
64% responded yes when asked if at least one parent in the home has plans to continue their 
education.  In addition, when asked if any of them were currently enrolled, 23% responded yes 
as well, so a number of them have already begun the process of improving their education level.  
This can lead to better jobs, better income, and better examples for the children in the household 
to also pursue higher education levels. Figure 5 and Figure 6 show the HFH parent education and 
the Orange County Florida percentages of education attainment.  HFH parents are behind in all 
bachelors or higher degree categories. 
 





Figure 6 - Bar graph of Orange County Florida Educational attainment percentages 2008-2012 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau | American FactFinder http://factfinder2.census.gov  
4.1.1 Responses 
In the survey, data were gathered on the qualitative aspects of how the homeowners see 
their current situation and the impacts of owning a Habitat for Humanity home. The questions 




Table 11 - Survey response results on perceived life improvement and HFH contributed. 
 
When asked about their overall wellness of the family since moving into their Habitat for 
Humanity home, 84% said that overall wellness of family has increased.  As for contributing 
factors, over 85% respondents said that Habitat for Humanity was the biggest contributor to the 
change in the family overall wellness. These results can be seen in Table 11. In order to get more 
detail of changes in their lives, the question was asked about their neighborhood and how the 
rated it.  Thirty-six percent of the respondents stated that their neighborhood was an 
improvement over their previous living situation, and 32% said it was the same overall.  This left 
32% stating that their situation was worse than before.  This was a surprising response, 
considering that the number of respondents who stated how much their life had improved.  These 
responses brought to light that they were weighing more than the factors of getting into better or 
nicer neighborhoods and could be due to the differing expectations per household.  Not all 
respondents have children so stability or child friendly neighborhood may not be high on their 
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list of desired features. Also, it must be noted that sometimes it may be difficult for HFH to find 
land to build homes in areas that are considered to be more desirable due to regulations of size, 
structure and land use, or the fact that not every neighborhood would welcome a group of HFH 
homes in their community. Current home owners can have a “not in my backyard mentality” 
where people support Habitat for Humanity, but they do not want Habitat homes built in their 
own neighborhoods. 
The survey gathered other data points such as the number of jobs held by a parent(s) 
before Habitat homeownership and after.  The result showed that the female parents averaged 
almost 1.5 jobs before and, since homeownership dropped to almost one per household, job 
stability seems to be an added advantage given to these households who are no longer dealing 
with fluctuating rental costs. This could also be due to the financial training given to all HFH 
partner families and the consistency of the affordable mortgage payment.  This permits the 
homeowners to use the extra time to focus on the children, their schooling, and, possibly, the 
parents’ own involvement at their children’s school and even pursue an education as discussed 
previously. 
Another area the survey delved into to gauge perception was how the parents saw the 
academic side of their children’s lives.  For instance, the survey asked how many times their 
child changed schools, not related to grade promotion, and there were some that responded over 
five times.  The household average for the respondents was almost one per household.  With the 
new found stability in home life, 53% of the respondents said that their students’ grades had 
gotten better, and 31% said that attendance for their students had improved.  The data shows that 
these changes were the result of 40% of parents feeling they increased the amount of time that 
they were able to help their student with homework. Just under half of the respondents now 
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participate in PTA functions.  When asked what part of the Habitat for Humanity home 
environment helped their child’s academic improvements, the number one response was stability 
and number two was peace of mind. The complete results for this question are listed in Table 12. 
Table 12 - Survey response on how homeowners viewed impact HFH had on child's education 
 
The question was also asked, “That since you have moved into the Habitat home has your 
income level increased, decreased, or stayed the same?” The results in Table 13 showed that 
38% stated that their income increased and 45% said they stayed the same.  The interesting part 
about this statistic is that more than 60% of the respondents were able to afford a mortgage on 
the same or diminished salaries with Habitat.  At the same time, some were able to take 
advantage of the situation by possibly improving income allowing the opportunity to get ahead.  
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Table 13 - Varied survey response results 
 
4.2 Analysis  
The control group acquired for this analysis consisted of 100 randomly selected, male and 
female students who, at some point, were enrolled in free/reduced lunch program during their 
time in the OCPS district.  Because of the limited numbers of White and other race students in 
both sets of data, the Non-Black and Non-Hispanic students were excluded.  There were also 
some students who were filtered out due to a limited number of days in the school district.  This 
denoted students who either did not finish the year in the school or did left early possibly to 
another district.  The limitation was students who had at least 135 days possible days in school.  
This comes out to 75% of the school year basing it on a 180 day school year. 
After filtering for outliers in both groups, there were a total of 135 students for analysis.  
In the HFH group, there were 41 Black students and 16 Hispanic students.  The control group 
consisted of 35 Black students and 43 Hispanic.  For each of the years assessed between 2005 to 
2013, both groups averaged about 7.8% of students who did not start on time or left unenrolled 
early with possible days less than 135.  The highest percentage was in the 2005-2006 school year 
with 12.5%.  
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FCAT scores are measured on a scale from one to five for both math and reading tests 
and a score of 3 or higher is considered a passing level. Table 14 below shows the percentage of 
categorized students in all of Orange County that received a passing level three score on Math 
FCAT per grade level and Table 15 is for Reading FCAT between 2005 and 2010. The ending 
columns for each of the tables show the marked difference between students who were on free 
and reduced lunch and those who were not. Almost 30% more pass in each grade in comparison.  
The difference between the percentage of White students passing in comparison to the Black and 
Hispanic students is about the same 20% to 30% margin. These tables give a glimpse of how the 
population performed in the given school years. More than 50% of students on free and reduced 
lunch are not passing the FCAT in both areas compared to just more than 20% of those that are 
not on the program. Not all students who qualify for the program are enrolled, so the population 
of non free and reduced lunch students includes some low income families, lending to the 
possibility, with the current trend, that this percentage could be lower if direct family income 
could have been determined.     
Table 14 - Orange County Public School District Math FCAT % >= level 3 (passing) per grade level 2005-
2010 (www.fldoe.org) 
Grade Black Hispanic White Not Free or 
Reduced Lunch 
Free or Reduced 
Lunch 
FRL Difference 
3rd  54.33% 63.50% 84.83% 85.00% 59.67% 25.33% 
4th  51.50% 60.83% 81.83% 82.33% 56.67% 25.67% 
5th  39.33% 50.33% 75.00% 74.17% 45.50% 28.67% 
6th  32.33% 42.00% 68.83% 68.00% 37.67% 30.33% 
7th  40.00% 48.17% 73.83% 72.17% 44.33% 27.83% 
8th  43.83% 53.67% 79.33% 75.50% 49.50% 26.00% 
9th  43.17% 52.33% 79.00% 71.67% 48.50% 23.17% 




Table 15 - Orange County Public School District Reading FCAT % >= level 3 (passing) per grade level 2005-
2010 (www.fldoe.org) 






3  56.00% 61.33% 83.67% 84.17% 58.83% 25.33% 
4 54.83% 61.33% 82.83% 83.33% 58.33% 25.00% 
5 54.33% 60.33% 81.33% 81.67% 57.33% 24.33% 
6 47.50% 52.50% 77.50% 77.00% 49.83% 27.17% 
7 48.00% 54.17% 77.17% 76.50% 50.67% 25.83% 
8 32.83% 39.17% 66.83% 64.00% 35.50% 28.50% 
9 24.50% 32.33% 61.50% 54.17% 27.33% 26.83% 
10 16.50% 23.33% 51.17% 43.17% 18.33% 24.83% 
Total 41.81% 48.06% 72.75% 70.50% 44.52% 25.98% 
 
Below in  
Table 16 and Table 17, there is a set of tables, similar to the tables above, that show just 
the percentages of the students from the Habitat for Humanity families that participated in the 
survey. These tables show how the microcosm of HFH students compared to the overall average 
of the county population in the previous tables. The White category was omitted, because there 
were too few data points to get a good percentage. The Math FCAT shows a definite equal or 
greater comparison particularly with the Black students.  They outperformed FRL student 
percentages in all categories for math. Reading shows a much lower percentage of passing 
students overall but the percentage passing throughout the grades is more consistent with HFH 
students.  The Hispanic category even shows a gradual improvement in passing levels across the 
grades in both math and reading. These levels of consistency and improvement are different from 
the trends shown in the Orange County percentages that almost consistently get lower as the 
grade gets higher.   
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Table 16 - Habitat for Humanity students' Math FCAT % >= level 3 (passing) per grade level 2005-2013 
Grade All HFH HFH Black HFH Hispanic 
3 57.14% 60.00% 50.00% 
4 51.61% 55.56% 33.33% 
5 42.42% 44.44% 40.00% 
6 35.14% 42.86% 14.29% 
7 48.72% 48.28% 62.50% 
8 51.35% 50.00% 57.14% 
9 38.46% 28.57% 60.00% 
10 57.14% 57.14% 66.67% 
Total 47.70% 49.73% 48.89% 
 
Table 17 - Habitat for Humanity students' Reading FCAT % >= level 3 (passing) per grade level 2005-2013 
Grade All HFH HFH Black HFH Hispanic 
3 40.00% 43.33% 25.00% 
4 32.26% 33.33% 33.33% 
5 32.35% 32.14% 40.00% 
6 37.14% 30.00% 42.86% 
7 30.77% 27.59% 37.50% 
8 32.43% 28.57% 42.86% 
9 24.14% 19.05% 42.86% 
10 23.81% 20.00% 40.00% 
Total 31.82% 30.43% 39.13% 
 
On first observation, it was determined that the FCAT score results were not normally 
distributed. This was somewhat expected due to the group being studied were low income 
household students that are expected to have lower scores on average.  The data was not 
distributed normally in both groups.  They were both skewed toward the low end of the scale.  
The control group is less skewed possibly due to the randomness of the selection from a larger 
population.  The HFH group was limited to the household that returned the survey from a much 
smaller and specific population of low income families in need who became HFH homeowners 
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in the area. The box plots in Figure 7 show the average ranges of FCAT and attendance for both 
groups. The unexcused graph and the Reading FCAT graph show recognizable differences.  The 
range for HFH students shows noticeably fewer absences than the control group students.  The 
Reading FCAT shows that HFH students have noticeably lower achievement levels than the 
control group.  This illustrates that HFH students have better attendance but worse FCAT 
scoring. 
 
Figure 7 - Box plots by group 
Table 18 gives detailed descriptive data on the comparison between the groups like the 
box plots in Figure 7 and also including other independent variables like gender, race, and grade.  
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The descriptive data shows that across all independent variables HFH students are performing 
lower on FCAT Reading than the control group consistently. For FCAT math the HFH Hispanic 
students’ median score is outperforming their Hispanic counterparts in the control group by a 
small margin.  The Black HFH students have the best attendance across the different independent 
variables. 
Table 18 - Descriptive Analysis 
  HFH Control 
All 
 Math Read Exc Unexc Math Read Exc Unexc Mean 2.42 2.04 6.14 5.15 2.621 2.54 5.34 6.54 
std dev 1.17 0.91 6.69 3.62 0.989 0.94 3.83 4.38 
Median 2.29 1.83 4.50 3.66 2.55 2.59 5.00 6.00 
Female Median 2.33 2.00 5.08 5.75 2.67 2.61 4.67 6.00 
Male Median 2.20 1.80 4.17 3.40 2.50 2.45 5.00 5.60 
Black Median 2.25 1.83 3.83 3.40 2.77 2.71 5.00 5.50 
Hispanic Median 2.50 1.79 6.50 7.19 2.33 2.40 4.88 6.00 
3rd Median 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 4.0 
4th Median 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 
5th Median 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.5 4.0 4.0 
6th Median 2.0 2.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 
7th Median 3.0 2.0 5.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.5 5.0 
8th Median 3.0 2.0 5.0 4.5 2.0 2.0 3.5 5.0 
9th Median 2.0 2.0 2.5 6.0 3.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 
10th Median 3.0 1.0 5.0 6.5 3.0 2.0 3.0 7.5 
 Due to the inability to easily make the data fit a normal distribution, nonparametric 
statistical analysis was performed on this data.  Mann-Whitney U test was determined to be most 
appropriate, because the data met all assumptions for this nonparametric t-test to compare the 
groups. The assumptions are that the data is not normal, there are two independent groups, the 
observations are independent with no common participants in each group, and the dependent 
variables are ordinal or continuous in nature. Table 19 shows the results using the Mann-
Whitney U test. 
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Table 19 - Mann-Whitney U Test results  













Math 1518.5 1 0.218 0.11 64.24 70.75 50 70 
Read 1222 3 0.004 0.25 60.54 73.45 49 72 
Excused 1635.5 0 0.814 0.02 71.78 65.24 46 73 
Unexcused 1574 2 0.084 0.15 66.07 69.41 50 77 
Total Abs 1462.5 1.07 0.29 0.1 55.29 62.19 46 72 
Female 
Math 350.50 1.45 0.15 0.18 27.69 34.85 21 43 
Read 305.00 1.96 0.05 0.25 25.75 35.57 20 44 
Excused 468.50 -0.41 0.68 -0.05 33.92 31.85 20 44 
Unexcused 462.50 0.28 0.79 0.03 33.02 34.45 21 46 
Tot Abs 458.50 -0.27 0.79 -0.03 33.42 32.08 20 44 
Male 
Math 376.00 0.25 0.81 0.03 27.97 29.07 29 27 
Read 284.50 1.95 0.05 0.26 24.81 33.34 29 28 
Excused 333.00 0.74 0.46 0.10 26.31 29.52 26 29 
Unexcused 305.00 2.14 0.03 0.27 25.52 35.16 29 31 
Tot Abs 270.00 1.63 0.11 0.22 23.88 30.86 26 28 
Black 
Math 512.50 1.29 0.20 0.15 33.14 39.48 39 32 
Read 407.00 2.68 0.01 0.31 30.44 43.67 39 33 
Excused 426.00 1.50 0.14 0.18 30.17 37.26 35 31 
Unexcused 511.00 1.70 0.09 0.20 32.95 41.40 38 35 
Tot Abs 90.5 0.84 0.41 0.15 13.96 16.68 13 17 
Hispanic 
Math 185.5 0.56 0.58 0.08 22.86 25.62 11 38 
Read 142.5 1.31 0.2 0.19 19.75 26.35 10 39 
Excused 311 -1.76 0.08 -0.23 34.27 25.10 11 42 
Unexcused 286.5 -0.72 0.48 -0.10 30.38 26.68 12 42 
Tot Abs 132 -1.60 0.11 -0.26 22.86 16.11 7 27 
3rd 
Math 589 0.88 0.38 0.1 35.31 39.7 29 46 
Read 518.5 1.82 0.07 0.21 32.88 41.97 29 47 
Excused 193 1.5 0.14 0.22 20.22 26.34 18 29 
Unexcused 467.5 1.31 0.19 0.16 31.7 38.34 25 46 
4th 
Math 735 0.72 0.47 0.08 40 43.89 30 54 
Read 629 1.75 0.08 0.19 36.47 45.85 30 54 
Excused 231 2.23 0.03 0.3 22.16 32.42 19 38 
Unexcused 422 1.69 0.09 0.2 30.68 39.73 22 51 
5th 
Math 740.5 0.59 0.56 0.06 39.64 42.69 32 50 
Read 649 1.71 0.09 0.19 36.67 45.52 33 50 
Excused 265.5 1.79 0.08 0.24 23.97 32.19 19 39 
Unexcused 474 1.1 0.28 0.13 31.97 37.47 25 45 
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Math 555 1.26 0.21 0.15 33.86 33.89 35 38 
Read 525.5 1.94 0.05 0.22 33.1 42.53 36 39 
Excused 452 -0.74 0.46 -0.1 30.59 27.36 29 28 
Unexcused 281 2.84 0 0.36 24.69 37.48 29 33 
7th 
Math 567.5 0.33 0.75 0.04 34.26 35.8 36 33 
Read 432 2.03 0.04 0.24 30.5 39.91 36 33 
Excused 370 -0.4 0.7 0.05 27.76 26.08 29 24 
Unexcused 328.5 1.63 0.1 0.21 26.45 33.67 30 29 
8th 
Math 513 -0.33 0.75 -0.04 32.66 31.18 35 28 
Read 432 1.7 0.29 0.13 30.34 35.1 35 29 
Excused 313 -0.32 0.75 -0.05 25.59 24.27 27 22 
Unexcused 271 1.56 0.12 0.21 24.53 31.21 30 24 
9th 
Math 29.5 0.05 1 0.01 8.96 0.01 12 5 
Read 303 1.54 0.13 0.2 25.32 31.68 28 28 
Excused 185.5 1.35 0.18 0.2 19.93 25.07 22 22 
Unexcused 356 0.32 0.75 0.04 27.24 28.63 20 24 
10th 
Math 43.5 -0.42 0.71 0.09 10.35 9.25 29 27 
Read 133.5 2.47 0.01 0.38 17.18 26.2 29 28 
Excused 169.5 -0.55 0.59 -0.09 18.97 17.08 26 29 
Unexcused 192.5 1.12 0.27 0.17 20.12 24.48 20 24 
The median of mean FCAT math scores for the HFH and control group were 2.29 and 
2.55, respectively, and the Mann-Whitney U test showed no significant difference between the 
groups with a mean rank of 64.24 and 70.75, respectively, and a p-value of 0.218. The median 
FCAT reading scores for the HFH and control group were 1.83 and 2.59, and the Mann-Whitney 
U test showed a highly significant difference between the groups with a mean rank of 60.54 and 
73.45 and a p-value of 0.004.   
The median of excused absences for the HFH and control group were 4.5 and 5. The 
Mann-Whitney U test showed no significant difference between the groups with a mean rank of 
71.78 and 65.24 and a p-value of 0.814. The median unexcused absences for the HFH and 
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control group were 3.66 and 6. The Mann-Whitney U test showed no significant difference 
between the groups with a mean rank of 66.07 and 69.41 and a p-value of 0.084. 
The largest difference between the groups was found in the FCAT Read scores with the 
control group outperforming the HFH group by a median average of just over .7 points and a 
slightly significant difference in unexcused absences with HFH students having fewer absences 
compared to the control group by a margin of almost 2.5 days per school year.     
The data clearly shows that there are classroom advantages to HFH stability in the area of 
attendance.  HFH students are spending much more time in the classroom than that of the control 
group. On the other hand the FCAT levels are not showing this clear advantage across the board. 
Only a percentage of students are seen performing well on the FCAT.  Although neither group 
has a high performance average in the FCAT this still show there are still challenges in this 
particular SES range.   
When looking across the gender independent variable there was a significance at p = 
0.03, for p < 0.05, for Males in unexcused absences showing that HFH males having a better 
attendance rate than the control group males. Analysis by race showed a significance in FCAT 
reading for p = 0.01, at p < 0.05, for HFH Black students performing significantly lower than the 
control group Black students.   By grade analysis showed significance for attendance in 4th grade 
excused absences and 6th grade unexcused absences.  7th grade was the only grade that showed 




CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION  
The hypothesis for this study was that both attendance and FCAT scores would improve 
due to the overall stability of HFH homeownership. The results have shown that there is a slight 
advantage in only one main area which is attendance.  Habitat for Humanity students had fewer 
overall absences and excused absence than the control group. This suggested that the Habitat for 
Humanity students are overcoming the impact that socioeconomic status and mobility can have 
on a student’s school attendance. They are spending more time in their classrooms receiving 
more instruction and training than the free and reduced lunch students.   
On the other hand, standardized test scores are not much different in math, but reading 
did show a significant difference in result, with the HFH groups lagging behind the control 
group.  This could be because of the difficulty in improving reading scores in standardized 
testing.  Due to the need for exposure and repetition, reading and reading comprehension is a 
more difficult skill to improve (Rich, 2013). Math is a repetitive process, which is a skill that can 
be easily repeated.  Reading skills are acquired through cultural exposure and repetition.  
Reading is a particularly challenging skill when dealing with low socioeconomic students 
lacking exposure to different words that stretch their vocabulary and comprehension.    
Does HFH homeownership have an impact on FCAT performance?  According to this 
study, HFH housing does not, at least in the short term, have an impact on FCAT or standardized 
performance.  Standardized testing clearly has other associated factors besides mobility that need 
to be addressed that would improve this portion of academic performance.  On the other hand, 
attendance seems to be slightly improved due to the new found stability in the home.  
There was hope to derive some form of statistical behavioral model from the results but 
because of the minimal data points and the need for deeper studies on HFH students and 
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education a model like this cannot be developed at this time.  HFH homeownership has little to 
no impact on standardized test scores but attendance seems to increase when stable housing is 
acquired.   
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 
 Based on the results and in part the author’s opinion it is thought that even with the 
assistance of HFH these are still low income families with some of the same low income 
challenges in education.   For instance the most prevalent family dynamic among the HFH 
students was a single parent home with a single parent income so time and energy to assist with 
homework and learning can still be a challenge even with the added assistance of affordable 
housing.   This factor is an unknown for the control group. Low socioeconomic status still seems 
to weigh heavily in the area of standardized testing.  Both groups still performed below the 
midrange on average which still shows challenges with closing the gap on standardized testing 
performance for poorer students.  Even with the added attendance in class, the students still seem 
to have a disadvantage in being able to perform well on the FCAT.  Although standardized 
testing is not always a good indicator of complete academic performance, it is an important 
milestone in moving forward in education.  Similar tests like ACT or SAT are important factors 
in determining the quality of college or university as well as possible scholarships.  A student 
can sometimes do well in school but perform poorly on standardized testing thereby minimizing 
the accessibility to further education. 
 Factors like learning disabilities, language barriers, extracurricular programs, or even 
school/classroom quality were not taken into consideration.  Other areas that were not able to be 
evaluated were the individual household family structure comparisons and the actual grade point 
average comparison to see how the student was actually performing in the classroom. Indications 
of completed work and mastering concepts in the classroom with homework can be a better 
indicator of learning gains. 
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In summation, the results do not show much of an impact on standardized testing scores 
for HFH students and the control group.  There is still a clear disadvantage to low socioeconomic 
status and race in education for both groups making it clear that mobility is not a solitary in 
standardized test scores.  The inclusion of HFH students academic both post and pre HFH 
homeownership also may have filtered out the extent of the impacts of home stability. Even with 
a stable home some still may be facing the challenges of not acquiring the proper building blocks 
for continued success.  The lingering disadvantage of previous years of moving around or 
excessive missed days of school could have put some students behind in acquiring some of the 
basics required to be successful in their current grade.   
The uniqueness of Habitat for Humanity and having access to this specific demographic 
of students needs much more research that has to be taken advantage of.  These low SES students 
are localized and accessible for delving deeper into the struggles of education among minorities 
as specific family structures.  For programs like HFH to partner with local districts to research 
the real needs of these students and families from a holistic point of view, from the living room 
to the classroom, is a good way to find out how to improve academic performance for those who 
struggle to take advantage of it.  This is an essential need if gains are to be made in America’s 
under performing schools.  
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CHAPTER 7: RECOMMENDATIONS 
In looking at the results and findings there are some recommendations for this research.  
The most important of these is that grade point averages (GPAs) would have been a better 
measure of student achievement as compared with FCAT scores. GPAs were simply not made 
available for this particular study by the school district.  
Another area suggested by this study would be to merge HFH student home information 
with academic information.  The school district would not allow data to include students’ names 
and or addresses for this purpose.  This was not revealed in the initial discussion and agreement 
with the school district and data had already been gathered from the HFH families.  A solution 
would be to include an additional consent form with each survey that the district would deem to 
be a sufficient permission for getting this information. This data would allow for comparison of 
data like family structure and parent education to see specifically what types of situations are 
performing better. It would also give the ability to compare pre and post HFH homeownership 
academic performance.  For this research it was unattainable due to timeframe restrictions and 
the fact that it was a late requirement added by the school district. 
FCAT as a performance measure for students’ academic achievements is has limited 
value for a variety of reasons.  The FCAT scores are a yearly window of cramming and testing 
that often interrupts the natural flow of learning for students. The test is biased because every 
student in that grade is given the same test regardless of the fact that students can enroll in 
different courses and are not learning the same thing at the same time.  When prepping for the 
FCAT students are mostly taught how to take these specific tests including tips to pass the test 
rather than the basics of the content.  Even with these limitations the FCAT still has value in this 
research.  The FCAT still has a learning component that is measureable.  There is still classroom 
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teaching and learning as well as assignments to practice what you have learned.  The crammed 
window of FCAT training, learning, and final test taking still shows results of ability to acquire 
knowledge and put it to use. However, if we are looking at assessing the changes and growth in 
learning over time, then  grades and (GPAs) are a better measure of academic achievement in 
that they provide regular markers of performance that is related to what is taught in the 
classroom and how regularly students’ are doing homework.  In day to day performance 
assessments, typically grades average out bad days or weeks to culminate to an entire year of 
performance.   
The following are recommendations suggested for broadening the educational impact for 
the children of HFH homeowners and help to break the cycle of poverty: 
1. Partner with local schools and districts to help educate and assist HFH students to get 
them caught up and excel in school in the same manner the homeowners are educated 
on finances. The parents are already seeing advantages of education for themselves; 
HFH can expand on that to encourage the students to more strongly pursue their own. 
2. For HFH communities where multiple HFH homes reside consider tutoring and 
standardized testing programs geared toward enriching academic performance. 
3.  Pursue access to finances to offer partial scholarships to HFH students for college 
education as well as programs to help parents save for their children’s education. This 
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Print FULL Name: ___________________________Home Address: ____________________________________ 
Family  
1. What option best describes your family type?  
Circle one answer below 
a. Blended Family (1 parent is a step parent of a child in the house.) 
b. Single Parent 
c. Two-Parent (Both birth parents) 
d. Grandparent(s) 
e. Guardian(s) (Neither parent is the birth parent.) 
2. The number of children that have lived in the household in the past 5 years._______ 
 





4. Male parent/guardian birth year______ 
 
5. Female parent/guardian birth year ______ 
Housing 
6. Rate the quality of your current neighborhood.  
Circle one answer below 
1- Unsafe 2- Slightly Unsafe  3- Neutral 4- Pretty Safe 5- Very Safe 
 
7. Prior to your Habitat home, rate the quality of your previous neighborhood.  
Circle one answer below 
1- Unsafe 2- Slightly Unsafe  3- Neutral 4- Pretty Safe 5- Very Safe 
 
8. Prior to Habitat homeownership, how many times did you/your family move? ________ 
 
9. Reason for move (circle all that apply).  
1) Size of home 
2) Affordability 
3) Safety 





10. Since Habitat homeownership, has your household income level changed?  
Circle one answer below 
a. Increased 
b. Decreased 
c. Stayed the same 
11. Number of jobs male parent/guardian presently works.________  
 




13. Number of jobs male parent/guardian worked prior to Habitat homeownership.________  
 
14. Number of jobs female parent/guardian prior to Habitat homeownership.________  
 
Education  
15. Male parent/guardian highest education level.   
Circle one answer below 
1) Elementary 
2) Middle 
3) High School 





16. Female parent/guardian highest education level.   
Circle one answer below 
1) Elementary 
2) Middle 
3) High School 






17. Prior to Habitat homeownership, how many times have your children changed schools (not due to 
grade level changes)? _____ 
 
18. Since Habitat homeownership, has the amount of time parent(s)/guardian(s) spends helping child 
with homework: Circle one answer below 
1- Increased    2- Decreased   3-Stayed the Same 
 





20. Since becoming a Habitat Partner family, has your children’s grades changed? 
Please circle your answer below. 
1- Much Worse      2- Worse        3- No Change     4- Better  5- Much Better 
 
21. Since becoming a Habitat Partner family, has your children’s attendance changed? 
Please circle your answer below. 
1- Attend Much Less  2- Attend Less     3- No Change     4- Attend More  5- Attend Much More 
 
22. Number of children currently enrolled in college/university or continuing education program. _____ 
 
23. Number of children planning to go to college/university or continuing education program after 
graduation. _____ 
 
24. Importance of education to parent/guardian(s): Circle one answer below 










26. Is a parent/guardian currently enrolled in a college/university or continuing education program?   
Check one 
      Yes 
       No 
Overall 
27. Since you became a Habitat partner family, the lives of your family members:  
Circle one answer below 
1- Decreased Greatly     2- Decreased       3- No Change    4- Increased 5- Increased Greatly 
 
28. How much do you think Habitat for Humanity’s homeownership program has contributed to the 
changes in your family’s life? Circle one answer below 
1- Not at all      2- Little        3- Somewhat     4- A Lot 5- Completely 
 
29. What do you feel has been the biggest asset Habitat homeownership has provided for your child’s 
education?  
1) Time with parents 
2) Better Schools 
3) Stability 
4) Peace of mind 










If yes, please provide one or both of the following contact information: 
Phone: _____________________  Email: _____________________________________ 
Best Time To Call: _______ am / pm to _________ am / pm  
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Table 20 - Data requested from OCPS 
Data element 
Criteria 
Student Number  Generic 
Gender Male/Female 
Race/Ethnicity 
 Lunch Status F/R lunch eligible 
Diploma type 
 School Num PK-12th 
 FCAT Reading Lvl 3rd -11th 
 FCAT Math Lvl 3rd -11th 
 FCAT Science Lvl 5th 
 FCAT Science Lvl 8th 
 FCAT Science Lvl 11th 
 FCAT Writing Lvl 8th 
 FCAT Writing  Lvl 10th 
 Unexcused Absences PK-12th 
 Excused Absences PK-12th 
 Total Absences PK-12th 
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Data element Usage 
Student Name 









































       Mean 2.22807 16.144068 41.92 43.15 3.12 3.04 0.14 2.14 
Stdev 
 
10.038811 18.28 16.91 0.97 1.32 1.54 2.28 
Min 
 
0 22 22 1 1 -3 0 
Max 
 

























Bound  ct. 
 Total 
    
41 24 87 
 Mean 0.80 0.89 0.71 1.48 1.37 0.80 2.90 
 Stdev 0.56 0.55 0.47 1.17 1.36 0.70 1.48 
 Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Max 2 2 1 7 6 3 5 
  
Table 22 - Count of race/ethnicity and gender counts of both groups that were used for analysis 
  HFH Control 
Race     
Black 41 35 
Hispanic 16 43 
Total 57 78 
Gender   
Male 35 45 





Figure 8 - FCAT Science Average Levels by Race/Ethnicity per Group (Score Range: 1-5) 
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